PRESCHOOL EDUCATION VOUCHERS IN TAIWAN
public preschool education is even more remarkable given the fact this poll was taken after the introduction of the voucher system. If parents had a choice, they would have preferred public kindergartens for their children.
Analyzing the possible reasons for the push for vouchers worldwide, David Plank and Gary Sykes identify four causes. First, the intellectual and ideological current has taken a neoliberal turn, and there are growing criticisms of inefficient, bureaucratically managed public schools. Second, voucher plans are promoted by prestigious transnational institutions, such as the World Bank and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). Third, as the average number children in each family declines, parents care as much about the quality as they do about the quantity of education. Finally, vouchers are a politically viable means to upgrade school performance without spending more money. 5 During the post-World War II era, Taiwan's educational system was state centered. The government controlled school resources, regulated the education system, and managed a vast public sector. This statist tradition went hand-in-hand with a political authoritarianism that viewed education as a vital instrument for political indoctrination and economic planning. The vouchers directed a portion of taxpayer money into private education tuition and, thus, broke with the statist emphasis on public schooling. Given the fact that vouchers are increasingly advocated to resolve education problems worldwide, the international neoliberal current might be influential for Taiwan's voucher system. 6 Or, to phrase it in the terms of neoinstitutionalist sociology, Taiwan's embrace of vouchers can be seen as part of a global, isomorphic process that homogenizes education systems throughout the world. 7 As part of a wave of political democratization in the 1990s, Taiwan's likelihood of adopting an internationally fashionable policy option increased along with greater exposure by leaders to ideas originating elsewhere. 8 Neoinstitutionalists suggest that there is a secular worldwide convergence of education systems that cannot be explained by any single factor, such as state strength, economic development, or class interest. Rather, mass schooling becomes a worldwide institution because of the prevalence of a nation-state model in which state is crystallized as the guardian of nationhood. 9 Neoinstitutionalists further argue against the "descriptive historicism" that explains individual education development by specific contextual factors.
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The evidence presented in this article argues against a neoinstitutionalist isomorphism interpretation of Taiwan's embrace of vouchers. To anticipate, I find that, despite the persuasive influence of international neoliberal ideology, the origin of Taiwan's national preschool policy is local. Private kindergarten business interests spearheaded a political campaign. Only because of its success were neoliberal ideas applied to Taiwanese preschools, despite reluctant education officials. Private schools mobilized for vouchers in order to fight the rapid expansion of public kindergartens that came as a policy response to the growing popular demand during the democratic transition. Owners of private kindergartens pushed for vouchers in order to preserve their market share.
Methodologically, one goal of this article is to highlight the need for understanding the causal mechanisms that catalyze policy innovation. A causal analysis of voucher politics focuses on the process rather than the result of the innovation. The political success of private kindergarten business interests derives from their capability to open a space for collective mobilization in Taiwan's democracy. However, democratization has had different effects for different groups. The fact that Taiwan's kindergarten teachers continued to be legally barred from unionizing significantly reduced the opposition to voucher policy. Parents are potential advocates for public kindergartens, but their lack of organization deprives them of adequate political weight. If kindergarten teachers and parents had organized, they might have pursued an independent agenda rather than follow the provoucher bandwagon as they did. Thus, a process-centered study underlines the significance of what Barrington Moore Jr. calls "suppressed historical alternatives." 11 Rather than assume an immanent logic of isomorphism, in this study I analyze the combination of contextual factors that paved the way for Taiwan's adoption of preschool vouchers. To illuminate the political process, I consider the bargaining model developed by Paul Burstein. 12 In this model, social groups try to preserve or promote their interests by mobilizing their constituencies to change the current policy. Their ultimate success depends upon the ability to strike a workable alliance with the power elites. Thus, innovation in educational policy is seen as a function of multiorganizational interactions rather than as an automatic adjustment to societal needs. For research reported here, I relied on journalistic reports, unpublished official documents, voucher movement brochures, and other publications. To obtain unpublished information, I conducted 20 interviews in 2002-3 with business leaders of private kindergarten and officials in this field. Interview questions concerned the collective action of kindergarten businesses, including mobilizing and bargaining, and officials' attitudes regarding the preschool policy. All interviews were recorded and transcribed.
Top-Down and Bottom-Up Politics of Vouchers
Using vouchers, parents can send their children to private schools with less cost. If parents are fed up with poorly managed public schools, why not ask the government to return their tax money devoted to education in order for them to spend it elsewhere? Implicit in the idea underpinning the case for vouchers is a neoliberal program to denationalize the education sector. Referring to the U.S. context, Milton Friedman, the original framer of the voucher scheme, wrote of the school system as "an island of socialism in a free market sea."
13 Friedman believed that the free market enabled better allocation of resources because government-financed schooling was inherently inefficient. Unlike other neoliberal attempts to privatize state-owned enterprises and social services, a voucher plan does not attempt a large-scale transfer of ownership or management rights. Rather, vouchers work on the demand side based on the notion of "consumer sovereignty."
14 Hence, parents are viewed as the consumer of education service, and they are supposed to possess better knowledge of what their children need than do government bureaucrats. As a result, the proposal for vouchers inherently has a potential populist appeal in that a great majority of parents are regarded as victims of the rigid public schooling system that deprives them the luxury of choice.
Nevertheless, in spite of the populist appeal, neoliberal education reform in the United States has tended to be promoted from the top down. In 2001, Terry Moe characterized the U.S. debate as operating mainly on the "elite level." While the political battle line delineating pros and cons largely overlaps with elites' partisanship, the public is either uninformed or misinformed about the voucher debate. 15 Other voucher reform efforts have also been top-down in nature. In Sweden and New Zealand, conservative parties pushed a step beyond the previous cautious decentralization reform and adopted a voucher plan to encourage the "marketization" of education. 16 In Chile, the prochoice policy was a brainchild of University of Chicago-trained economists and the right-wing military junta. 17 The Chilean case was particularly noteworthy in that observers claimed Chile's plan "approximates a national choice model more closely than any other system in the world" 18 The highly repressive nature of the Pinochet regime facilitated the adaptation of this radical model through the silencing of potential dissenters. To implement the Chilean national voucher plan, schoolteachers' tenure was revoked, the existing pay scale abolished, and collective bargaining outlawed.
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Under what conditions might voucher reforms emerge, in contrast to the previous examples, from the bottom-up rather than from top-down politics? How might voucher reform result from collective demands organized within civil society and pressed upon leaders? Neoliberal proponents often loosely described the international push for vouchers as a "movement." However, strictly speaking, social movements are "collective challenges by people with common purposes and solidarity in sustained interaction with elites, opponents, and authorities." 20 As we will see, Taiwan's voucher reform was unique in that it began as a social movement and ended as a national policy. Taiwan's democratization first made education officials more sensitive to the need of parents, who gained more political influence as electoral competition heightened. A series of programs to expand public kindergartens were adopted throughout the 1990s, resulting in the reduction of market share for the private sector. Democratization also engendered a new movement for education reform as urban middle-class parents, students, and feminists clamored for better education. Amid the politicization of education, private kindergarten owners began to stage a campaign for vouchers by adopting many successful tactics used in previous movements for education reform. Relying on their organizational strength in the mobilization of a national network and on their political shrewdness to make use of electoral politics, they succeeded in persuading the incumbents into accepting vouchers. During the voucher campaign, other potential advocates (public kindergarten teachers) or beneficiaries (the majority of parents) of public schooling were not or-PRESCHOOL EDUCATION VOUCHERS IN TAIWAN ganized so that they could not resist the successful bargaining of private kindergarten business.
Taiwan's Democratization and Education Reform in Comparative Perspective
Democratization and educational marketization emerged jointly in Taiwan. As state political authority was challenged and reduced, the government's monopoly in education became less tenable. In this regard, Taiwanese education reforms shared many features with those of newly democratizing South Korea. South Korea and Taiwan shared a common Confucian tradition, ferocious anticommunism, and a concern with technical training for economic development. Both nations embarked on ambitious education reform plans in the 1990s, with emphasis on deregulating the rigidity of the statist control over school admission and curriculum. Yet the decentralizing reforms did not lead to the same changes in school financing. While Taiwan moved closer toward neoliberalism, South Korea's government expanded its educational regulation and investment.
Both Taiwan's and South Korea's Ministries of Education exercised a great degree of control over schooling system. A host of governmental supervision mechanisms were installed to ensure that schooling turned out economically productive, yet politically submissive, citizens during the cold war era. As democratizing wave swept across both countries, education systems were in need of a major overhaul. Amid popular pressure, Taiwan established a cabinet-level Deliberative Committee on Education Reform in 1994, whose fourvolume official report in 1996 established the practical guidelines of subsequent education policies. Similarly, South Korea established a Presidential Commission for Education Reform in 1994. Each nation's reform agencies emerged after their political incumbents sought to implement alternatives to those permitted under a statist model. Hence, both national agencies were empowered to formulate reform plans, while Ministries of Education were charged with implementing them.
There were also structural similarities in the two nation's educational reforms. First, a concerted effort was made to scrap the existing uniform control over school management. In place of the former equalization policy, the South Korean government now gave provincial and city boards of education outside of Seoul permission to decide whether to allow high schools to compete for student selection. 21 Colleges located outside of Seoul were given the right to select students freely, and the procedures for private schools became simpler. 22 Higher education institutions were granted the right to determine enrollment numbers and to decide the size of their departments. 23 Also, entrance examinations administrated by individual colleges were abolished in 1997 in order to establish a uniform admission system. 24 In Taiwan, similar changes occurred. As the polity was democratized, the style of educational decision making changed from autocracy to consultation. Colleges and universities were given a larger voice in deciding their programs and admission. 25 Deregulation of tuition fees, lowering the threshold for establishing a private college, and increased school autonomy pushed Taiwan's higher education toward marketization. 26 In place of the joint entrance examinations for high schools and colleges, a system of plural admission including a significant portion of student applications was set up. In a word, top-down state control of curriculum, personnel, admission, and organization gave way to pluralism, making possible a great variety of experiments in South Korea and Taiwan.
Curriculum reforms also occurred in both nations. After 1995, South Korean high school history textbooks contained less anticommunist rhetoric and greater attention to liberal democracy. 27 In addition, diversification of teaching and learning in school was now encouraged as traditional teachercentered authoritarian pedagogy was increasingly criticized. 28 Taiwan similarly depoliticized the curriculum, as indoctrination was gradually removed. 29 As a reaction against the Chinese nationalist education during the authoritarian era, a greater emphasis was placed on Taiwanese identity and history. In 2001, a new curriculum was implemented to encourage a more balanced development of students' diverse abilities.
A third parallel concerns the unionization of teachers. After removal of authoritarian control, schoolteachers demanded the right to organize. In 1999, after several years of struggle, Korean teachers won this right and could act openly as a pressure group. 30 Taiwanese teachers began to mobilize for job protection and teaching autonomy in the late 1980s. In 1995, they scored a partial success in the passage of a law allowing teachers' associations to be established both locally and nationally, though without collective bargaining 23 power. The struggle for unionization intensified in a 2002 demonstration that brought over a hundred thousand teachers into the street. In sum, educational reforms in Taiwan and South Korea were the outgrowths of broader democratization. State power was restrained to make room for more school management autonomy, pluralism in curriculum, and teachers' organization.
Notwithstanding these parallels, there were also divergences between the two countries in terms of educational finance. In 1995, South Korea planned to increase education spending to 5 percent of gross national product. In reality, the government kept this pledge by accelerating its 2001 commitment to refurbish schools under the Local Education Grant Act. More recently, Korea's government has launched a 7-year investment plan for tertiary education institutions. 31 In sharp contrast, Taiwan's 1996 education reform proposal cited budgetary difficulties and low tuition fees as reasons for its reliance on private financing. Instead of increasing public investment, the neoliberal prescription was applied to the following reforms. 32 In 1997, the government further decided to delete the constitutional provision concerning the lower limit of public education spending in spite of popular protests. As a result, while the public expenditure on education as a percentage of gross domestic product in South Korea grew into the late 1990s, the figure in Taiwan declined  (see table 1 ).
Several explanations might be used to explain the divergent paths of school financing. After South Korea joined the OECD, in 1996, it became apparent that its public spending on education was far below the average of industrialized nations. The expenses associated with private tutoring were a burden for Korean working families, and the government's increased edu-cation spending sought to readdress this imbalance. 33 Furthermore, the Asian financial crisis severely affected South Korea in 1997-98 and raised public concern over equality. Education policies became a litmus test signaling Korea's dedication to the promotion of equal opportunity. 34 Finally, neoliberal economists played a more important role in Taiwan's policy-formulating process, as is evident in its 1996 report.
Concerning preschool education, both countries sought to increase enrollment. Previously, both governments channeled education resources toward primary and secondary levels, resulting in large numbers of private kindergartens. Korea's government, in tandem with its emphasis on public spending, announced a plan to offer universal free preschool education to all 5-year-olds in 2001. 35 In stark contrast, neoliberal policy orientation and private kindergartens mobilization pushed the Taiwanese government to adopt vouchers.
Even a brief comparison of South Korea and Taiwan reveals the indeterminacy of political democratization upon education reforms. Although there were common efforts to decentralize the education system following the end of authoritarian rule, the move toward private financing and vouchers was not inevitable. The distinctive evolution of preschool education in Korea and Taiwan underscores the need to pay greater attention to the roles played by local factors. In each case, democratization permitted education reform by opening a space for political contestation. As a result, education became a competitive arena for diverse social interests, whose successful mobilization and bargaining catalyzed the policy shift.
The Taiwanese Market for Kindergartens
To understand why private kindergarten owners mobilized around the adoption of vouchers, it is first necessary to appreciate the policy environment and market structure of preschool education in Taiwan. In contrast to primary and secondary education, preschools have received chronically low government funding. Private institutions predominate today, but in the years after 1949 public kindergartens were more numerous. 36 The original purpose of public kindergartens was to serve the families of public employees. The turning point came in 1961, when private kindergartens began to grow faster than public kindergartens. From that year until the 1970s, public kindergartens underwent an absolute and relative decline. 36 Unless specified, private kindergartens refer only to the registered private ones. Unregistered kindergartens are always private, but, for the sake of brevity, they are referred to as "unregistered" or "underground." phenomenal economic growth through its export-oriented industrialization. As this increased the proportion of urban residents, nuclear families, and working mothers, the demand for preschool education and day care surged. Because the government had neglected early childhood education facilities, the number and popularity of private kindergartens grew tremendously. From 1961 to 1981, the number of public kindergartens grew only by 10.7 percent, while private kindergartens increased by 265.6 percent. 37 In 1981 more than 70 percent of the 1,285 registered kindergartens were private (see fig. 1 ). Over the next 2 decades there was sustained growth in public kindergartens, but already by the early 1980s a market in which private kindergarten predominated had been firmly established, as can be appreciated in figure 1.
Prior to the implementation of the voucher policy, almost every penny of the government's budget for preschool education was spent on public kindergartens. Without that subsidy, the entire cost of private kindergartens was paid by parents. Consequently, by 1999, parents sending their children to private kindergartens paid on average 221.1 percent more in tuition (see table 1). 38 By the 1990s, the tuition fee for private kindergarten exceeded the tuition charged by public universities, and it was only slightly lower than Note.-I calculated and arranged the figures. Annual tuition fee is defined as the sum of two semester fees, two miscellaneous fees, and 10 monthly fees.
that for private universities. 39 It is little wonder that most parents preferred public kindergartens.
Educational quality was another reason for the popularity of public kindergartens. In some instances private kindergartens deliberately violated safety regulations to lower overhead costs. In addition, private kindergartens were noticeably more crowded. Average indoor and outdoor area per person was far below that of public kindergartens. Staff at private kindergartens tended to be underpaid, with a total income of less than three-quarters of that paid to staff in public kindergartens (see table 2).
However, notwithstanding their problems, private kindergartens offered several attractive features. Free of bureaucratic red tape, their school schedules and curricula were more innovative and flexible. Public kindergartens had longer vacations and fewer hours of learning and were less convenient for working parents. Indeed, since parents could not pick up their children until 5:00 p.m., some chose to pay more for private kindergartens. Private kindergartens introduced novel teaching techniques and English courses. 40 Legally, all kindergartens needed to apply for an operating license and abide by such regulations as those concerning minimum space, zoning, and teacher qualifications. Because private kindergartens were profit-making organizations, they were obliged to pay business taxes and higher utility rates. Some private kindergartens compensated by enrolling more students than educational regulations permitted. In 2000, private kindergartens lobbied to raise the upper limits on their enrollments. 41 Another strategy of private kindergartens was to go underground and to not register with the government. Underground kindergartens, by avoiding legal regulations, enjoyed a 39 In 1999, the annual tuition for liberal arts college in public university was NT$39,260 (the average of National Taiwan University and National Taiwan Normal University), while that in private university was NT$84,270 (the average of Tunghai University and Soochow University 42 However, the government never moved to close down unregistered private kindergartens because the schools had absorbed so many children that closing them would create a big problem for officials.
Democratization and the Crisis of Private Kindergartens
In 1987, the Kuomintang (KMT) government lifted 38 years of martial law. The first round of full elections in the Legislative Yuan was held in 1992. Opposition politics organized into the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP). As many commentators pointed out, democratization in Taiwan was "electiondriven," in which the KMT's and the DPP's contending for votes pushed the dynamics of transition. 43 As electoral politics became more competitive, getting peoples' votes began to increase in importance. In this situation, voters might decide to reward those who were able to provide cheap public education service and punish those who upheld the current status quo. 44 As political democracy came into reality, the issue of kindergarten education could not avoid becoming politicized.
Since the late 1980s, opposition politicians had been instrumental in championing issues of education reform. They worked closely with civil groups, by joining public demonstrations, supporting proreform legislation in the Legislative Yuan, and experimenting with new reforms in local governments. First, the 1994 Teacher Law legalized teachers' associations. 45 Then, the 1995 Teacher Education Law broke the monopoly of conservative normal colleges. 46 Both were products of education reform advocates and DPP legislators. In the mid-1990s, the KMT began to incorporate many reform issues into their policy. Since then, education reform has benefited from bipartisan consensus until the regime shift in 2000. In this context, the voucher campaign in the late 1990s obtained political support across the ideological spectrum. Concretely, democratization empowered the citizens and consumers of preschool education service in two ways. First, government officials became 42 more sensitive to the popular demands of parents. Second, liberalized environment enabled these demands to be organized into a powerful social force to affect policy change.
After decades of neglect, government officials began to show visible interest in preschool education. In 1988, the Sixth National Education Conference reached the conclusion to extend compulsory education downward by 1 year. 47 One year later, the Council for Economic Planning and Development formally approved the extension of elementary education. 48 The result was to reverse the relatively slower growth of public kindergartens. The number of public kindergartens grew annually by 7.7 percent in the 1990, while the private sector grew by only 0.6 percent (see fig. 1 ). 49 For private kindergartens, the 1990s was a lost decade.
How can we explain this reversal? It is likely that education officials responded to a solid popular demand that increasingly gained political leverage. In day care centers, a similar dynamic was visible. After welfare officials noticed the shortage of day care service in 1991, the Ministry of the Interior planned to build "exemplary" day care centers in every county and city. Because the ministry also subsidized 515 units of community day care, private service providers were edged out of the market. 50 Moreover, the fading of authoritarianism offered new opportunities to mobilize for policy change. Since education and child care traditionally were women's responsibility, feminist groups lent their support to government day care service. As early as 1987, feminists had argued for the socializing of the duty of child care by employers and the state in order to lessen women's burden and facilitate their working. 51 Some grassroots women's organizations were discontented with commercial institutions and staged a campaign to build their own community kindergartens and day care centers. 52 In 1997, a cabinet-level Commission of Women's Rights Promotion was formed to provide more publicly funded day care services. 53 Thus, women's voices helped to promote the public preschool sector in the 1990s.
Most important, in the late 1980s there was a coalition of college students, professors, and parents pushing for education reform, the Alliance for Ed- 47 ucation Reform. The government responded to this group by forming the Deliberative Committee on Education Reform at the end of that year. With more assertive government initiatives in preschool education, private kindergartens faced increased competition, and owners claimed that they were unduly harmed by the new policy.
In response to the increasing difficulty faced by private kindergartens, in 1997 the National Union of Preschool Education (hereafter "the Union") was formed. The Union is a national federation of private kindergarten owners whose primary objective is to fight against "expansion of public kindergartens and exemplary day care centers which squeezed the survival space." 54 The formation of the Union reflected a new strategy by private kindergarten businesses. In the past, the industry acted as an undisguised special interest group proposing overtly self-serving proposals, such as lower taxes, breaks in water and electricity rates, relaxed regulations regarding space and urban planning, and exemptions for their employees regarding the labor law. However, in 1997, the Union followed the spirit of education reform and appropriated the symbols, slogans, and tactics of the April 10 Alliance of Education Reform.
From Proposal to Policy
Prior to the voucher initiative, the Ministry of Education had preferred to build public kindergartens in order to increase preschool enrollments. In the words of a former vice-minister of education, "The fundamental solution consists in the universal availability of public kindergartens. Businesspersons want to make money. How can we expect them to improve the teaching quality of private kindergartens?" 55 In 1999, the Ministry of Education adopted a plan to develop preschool education through four methods: (1) promoting the building of private kindergartens, (2) promoting kindergartens affiliated with enterprises, (3) experimenting with public ownership and private management, and (4) promoting kindergartens affiliated with primary schools.
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Although this plan was friendlier for the private sector, the government lacked the resources to support private schools, and the plan did not address the issue of vouchers. The ministry's top administrators did not foresee the policy turn that was soon to be initiated by elected officials.
The Education Reform advocated wide-ranging reforms, preschool education was never on their agenda. The silence was notable, since one of the Alliance's slogans called for the further establishment of public universities and senior high schools. Why not mention public kindergartens as well? Huang Wushiung of National Taiwan University, the former chairperson of the Alliance, explained that they were unable to reach a consensus at that time. 57 Despite their initial indecisiveness, the scholars of the Alliance adopted a clear policy on preschool education in 1996. Private kindergartens were praised for their contributions in diversity and vitality, but the Alliance opposed a plan to establish more public kindergartens within the premises of primary schools, fearing that state control could lead to rigidity and would overcrowd the school campuses. As an alternative, a voucher plan for preschool education was seen as the best option to ensure parental freedom of choice and beneficial competition. 58 This neoliberal turn by the Alliance made possible the cooperation between scholars and business. At the same time, the Deliberative Committee on Education Reform proposed that the government should intervene in undersupplied and remote areas and for aboriginal and handicapped children. Regarding the issue of vouchers, they suggested further "planning and investigation." 59 At this time the Union published a "white book," with advocacy essays by scholars and business leaders. Taiwan's first vouchers were issued soon after this, in 1998, by the Taipei Municipal Government under Chen Shui-bian . During the mayoral campaign of 1994, Chen had developed relations with women's and education reform groups. 60 Being the first DPP mayor in the nation's capital, Chen was sensitive to popular demands for low-priced day care and preschool education services. 61 Once Chen assumed office, his director of the Education Bureau vowed to universalize public kindergartens and considered giving an "allowance" for preschool education. 62 Soon afterward, the municipal government decided to subsidize private kindergartens PRESCHOOL EDUCATION VOUCHERS IN TAIWAN for purchasing new equipment. 63 This move was itself unprecedented in that officials previously had not supported private kindergartens. Then, in 1998, the Taipei municipal government issued vouchers of NT$10,000 to parents with 5-year-old children in private kindergartens. 64 
The Bargain for Vouchers
Though vouchers were not a direct subsidy for private kindergartens, they narrowed the gap between public and private kindergartens, and the policy also eliminated competition from underground kindergartens. Implicit in the state's promise to increase funding for private education was the understanding that there would be less money for building public kindergartens. As we have seen, private kindergarten owners stumbled upon the idea of vouchers relatively late but finally embraced it for instrumental reasons. As one Union leader stated, "It is useless for us to ask the government for tax cuts and other benefits. So, we use children and parents for vouchers." 65 To bargain with officials, private kindergarten business owners needed substantial political capital. In order to influence the process, the Union undertook three types of action: strategic framing, mobilizing, and political exchange.
Strategic Framing
Few politicians would have sympathized had private kindergarten business owners staged a political campaign solely to reverse their falling profitability. In order to present their claims in a socially acceptable way, the Union needed a way to frame the issue strategically. Strategic framing is the conscious effort to fashion a shared understanding and image that can legitimate their collective action. 66 Stated a different way, strategic framing is a symbolic struggle in which justice, fairness, and other positive values are instrumentally appropriated to reach a goal. In their campaign for vouchers, the Union sought to frame itself as the advocate of education reform. Owing to the collective efforts of the April 10 Alliance of Education Reform and the official Deliberative Committee on Education Reform, education reform had reached a national consensus by the mid-1990s. The first step of strategic framing was to portray the Union as belonging to the same cause. To achieve this point, the Union argued that most money had been spent on colleges and high schools and that official attention was seldom on kindergarten. 67 Thus "education reform should embrace preschool education." 68 The Union argued that public schools were costly and inefficient. 69 It also sought to revive the old image of public kindergartens, which were exclusively enjoyed by soldiers, public servants, and schoolteachers. Implicitly, the Union suggested that its customers were working people, much more underprivileged than soldiers, public servants, and schoolteachers, and, therefore, private kindergartens and their working parents should also deserve their share. 70 In sum, the private kindergarten business owners presented a populist frame in which they became the champion of the working families.
Since the April 10 Alliance framed education reform as a "structural transformation toward social justice," the Union found it convenient to appropriate this framing for their own use. The Union effectively argued that public kindergartens were irresponsible spenders of public resources. Those who sent their children to private kindergartens were doubly victimized because taxpayers' money was spent on the privileged few. The voucher, from this perspective, redressed class inequality and promoted social justice.
The Union sought to keep from view the fact that private kindergartens are a profitable industry and, instead, emphasized their altruism. For example, one Union leader argued, "With popular demand for preschool education and nursery in the past forty years, it is private kindergartens that took up the responsibility for children on the behalf of government." 71 Another leader commented that, "because private kindergartens in Taiwan actively take charge of preschool education and nursery, all parents can go to work with assurance. It is an undeniable that private kindergartens contributed a lot to industrial advancement, economic progress and social prosperity." 72 Here, the "responsibility" and the "charge" were not exaggerated euphemisms. Rather, they were integral components of the overall strategic framing purpose. Private kindergartens presented themselves not as profitmaking businesses, but as bona fide reform advocates, similar to the April 10 Alliance. In October of 1998, the Union staged a "March for Preschool Education" to publicize the voucher and other related issues. The organizers presented their case as a sequel to the march of April 1994. Again, kinder-garten children and parents marched on the frontlines. Women, although underrepresented in the Union leadership structure, were conspicuously visible in the 1998 March.
Mobilization
Mobilization requires the gathering of movement resources, including human resources. The success of the April 10 Alliance of Education Reform depended on the intensive participation of college professors, who possessed access to policy makers. Similarly, in order for the Union to gain credibility it was important to obtain endorsements from scholars who lent their names to the Union's strategic framing. At first, the Union found it difficult to win the backing of academics. Private kindergartens were notorious for their poor working conditions, including long hours without overtime. Preschool education professors found that their students had no intention of staying in private kindergartens. One Union leader recalled the unpleasant task of courting college professors who used to accuse them of "exploiting their labor."
73 Another leader pointed out that, while some scholars favored greater budgets for preschool education, they also insisted on improved working conditions for teachers. For them, subsidy for the tuition fee in no way guaranteed better quality of education. 74 Ultimately, the Union won the support of two important scholars who were members of the April 10 Alliance, Huang Wu-hsiung and Chang Chinghsi, and their papers were included in the Union's policy proposal. Huang was a mathematician who supported private kindergartens because he felt that they were more innovative and pluralistic. Chang was a neoliberal economist who had previously criticized the KMT government's monopoly. He advocated preschool vouchers because he thought that private institutions were more efficient.
To rally support for vouchers, the Union used a different strategy than that of the organizers of the April 10 march. The Union used an alternative way of transforming supporters into participants and a different "mobilizing infrastructure." 75 The April 10 Alliance was a coalition composed of more than 200 civic groups. 76 Therefore, the Alliance spent a great deal of time on its internal coordination. Each member organization was assigned a quota of people to bring to the march. The Alliance nationally promoted a video documentary on education reform. 77 To boost participation, the Alliance further employed the media and distributed flyers on street corners. These mobilizing strategies are typical of social movement organizations, since the Alliance and its member organizations did not possess mass membership. By contrast, the Union was a national organization with local branches. During the planning stage, each branch was assigned a specific quota of people to bring to Taipei. 78 Furthermore, since the Union was a business organization composed of all private kindergartens, it proved easier to mobilize workers, teachers, pupils, and parents without relying on external channels. From the account of the preparatory meetings, 79 it never occurred to the Union to mobilize outside participation. For kindergarten teachers, taking part in the march was less a voluntary act than a work assignment. Although the organizers of the March for Preschool Education copied elements of the April 10 march, they were more businesslike and lacked the passion of the April Alliance.
Political Exchange
Strategic framing helped to justify vouchers, and mobilization displayed movement solidarity to the public. Nevertheless, without political exchange, the Union would have been unable to persuade politicians to endorse vouchers. The Union urged citizens to vote for vouchers in the parliamentary election in 1998 and the presidential election in 2000. As one Union leader commented, "Children don't have votes. But their mothers, fathers and grandparents make up 1.4 million votes. They certainly will use their votes to protest against the inequality suffered by their children and grandchildren." 80 The first step in the political exchange was to gather as many parents' signatures as possible. The Union argued that parents had been careless to let "their well deserved rights slumber away." As a champion of parental rights, the Union vowed to reward sympathetic politicians who supported their position. Since the Union had an extensive network of private kindergartens, it was not difficult for them to stage an extensive signature-gathering campaign. In the end, the Union produced a petition with 181,978 signatures.
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With the weight of these signatures, the Union obtained the endorsement of 98 legislators out of the 164 parliamentary seats at that time.
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In the legislative election in December 1998, the Union published a list of candidates who were friendly to the voucher initiative. The Union distributed the list both through kindergarten networks and newspaper advertisements. For example, the private kindergarten associations in Chaiyi City and 83 How could the Union successfully attract the candidates' attention? Through a simple political exchange, candidates were entitled to a compact disc of signatures in their district if they supported vouchers. The list of parents benefited candidates who would not otherwise have been able to target specific groups in their electoral campaigns.
The first phrase of the "vote for voucher" campaign was only partially successful. Although the Union won overwhelming support in the legislative branch, it was unable to persuade the executive branch seriously to consider the voucher plan. After the March for Preschool Education in 1998, officials of the Ministry of Education still opposed the voucher initiative because of the difficulty in financing it. 84 Up to that point, the Union's campaign was largely nonpartisan; the Union solicited support from politicians regardless of their party membership. Legislators from both political parties (KMT and DPP) were found on the Union's recommendation list. However, in the presidential election in March 2000, the Union adopted another tactic and targeted the ruling KMT party. The Union took a valuable opportunity when a high-ranking KMT official approached them for vote mobilization. The Union raised the issue of voucher as a condition of exchange. Even prior to a formal announcement by education officials, the Union learned of this concession from the KMT campaign office. 85 In December 1999, just 3 months before election day, the Ministry of Education announced that a voucher plan would be launched the first semester of 2001. 86 The Union, however, was dissatisfied with this long-term promise. A poor showing in opinion polls sparked the KMT to quicker action. Thus, 2 months before the election, the KMT presidential candidate, Lien Chan, announced that voucher plan would be moved up and would become effective in September 2000 if he were elected. 87 After Lien Chan made this promise, the Union reciprocated. During the election, the Union canvassed votes for the KMT, while the KMT campaign allocated NT$1 million for the Union to publish pro-KMT advertisements. This money was channeled through private bank accounts to avoid public attention. 88 In addition, the Union organized a series of national parent-child activities in February 2000, in which KMT officials consulted, urging support for Lien Chan. These activities were called "Tsanpaopao," with double meanings of "good baby" or "baby Chan." "Tsanpaopao" events were nominally sponsored by the Union, but they originally were to have been funded by the Ministry of Education. After receiving criticism by the rival party, the KMT decided to foot the bill itself. 89 To avoid public censure, one KMT spokesperson claimed that the activities were initiated by private institutions, "which strongly supported Lien Chan's policy proposal on preschool education." 90 Few social movements realize their goals without compromise. The Union lobbied for an annual voucher of NT$30,000, greatly reducing the gap between public and private kindergarten tuition cost. In its negotiations with the KMT officials, the Union traded earlier implementation for a voucher of lesser value. Focusing on the issue of vouchers, the Union acted as an "issue entrepreneur" who defines the nature of the grievance and devises collective action. 91 Through strategic framing, vouchers were seen as the solution to parents' grievances. The Union was able to mobilize parental support because it was the sole owner of the recruiting network of kindergartens, while the other potential mobilizing agents, the parents, lacked a mobilizing infrastructure.
Conclusion: Global Isomorphism or Local Politics?
A domestic account of Taiwan's preschool voucher policy is not the only possible explanation for this reform. Neoinstitutionalism provides an alternative explanation of how the education system changes. 92 In explaining the dynamic of diffusion, neoinstitutionalists stress the contagiousness of the ideational elements of education. These elements could include ideas about reform. John W. Meyer wrote of education as "a myth in modern society" and suggested that the powers of myth "inhere, not in the fact that individuals believe them, but in the fact that they 'know' everyone else does." 93 From this perspective, acceptance of common norms, values, and technical lore may lead to similar institutional design across organizational fields. Conform-ity with the prevalent myth of organizational form is rewarded with external legitimacy even when it is carried out in a purely ceremonial way, without real improvement in efficiency. 94 Once a common myth becomes established, a universal process of innovation, diffusion, and stabilization can be expected. 95 Neoinstitutionalists are less interested in detailed causal explanations of educational change because the effort to uncover local factors distracts us from the isomorphic effect of global myths. 96 How well can neoinstitutionalism account for change in Taiwan? Daniel Lynch argues that Taiwan's democratization and nationalism should be seen as successfully learning the global culture of nation-state. 97 As a developing country, Taiwan's education system was constantly influenced by foreign models. In keeping with international neoliberal trends, Taiwanese economists have advocated a more market-oriented policy for education reforms, including pluralizing curriculum, removing restrictions on private schools, and deregulating college tuition. 98 Perhaps Taiwan's voucher reform actually conforms, in this case, to a worldwide, isomorphic process.
In accounting for Taiwanese vouchers, however, there are insights but also problems with a neoinstitutionalist perspective. Neoinstitutionalists rightly observe the international similarity in educational ideals, basic structure, content, and instruction. And yet, beneath their externally similar veneer, local cultures and meanings continue to play an important role. 99 Taiwan's parents continue to prefer to send their children to public kindergartens even when they are entitled to receive a voucher. With this persistent support for the public preschool sector and the limited value of voucher, it is doubtful that vouchers enable parental choice, as claimed by the official justification. Thus, while one can argue that preschool policy in Taiwan took a significant neoliberal turn with the introduction of vouchers, the actual effect did not follow the scenario propounded by the neoliberal advocates.
A further limit to a neoinstitutionalist perspective is that it does not explain the unevenness of neoliberalism in Taiwan's education reform. Why was the voucher policy adopted for preschool education before other educational levels? The introduction of vouchers at the preschool level has a political explanation. Beginning in the mid-1990s, college students protested against possible increases in tuition. Students at private colleges in Taiwan felt that it was unfair for them to pay higher tuition while receiving a lowerquality education. However, despite many numerous protests, college students lacked the political power and visibility to win attention from government officials. They had fewer resources than did private kindergarten owners. A purely isomorphic account might overlook the tortuous trajectory of voucher politics in Taiwan, where vouchers were first promoted at the kindergarten level. This article offers a causal explanation for the preschool education voucher policy in Taiwan. Rather than view this policy as the necessary outcome of globalization or liberalization, I prefer to locate the agency for change in the Union of private kindergarten owners. Endangered by the state's renewed interests in preschool education, owners of private kindergartens were pressured to devise a new kind of collective action. For the Union, vouchers were a strategy for survival in the face of price-cutting competition and encroachment by underground kindergartens. In the end, Taiwan's national voucher policy can be explained only by the invigorating sponsorship of the Union, which struck a successful bargain with the political elites.
In many ways, the Union's collective action is atypical of social movements generally. While the April 10 Alliance of Education Reform was resource poor and organized at the grassroots level, the Union was exactly the opposite. Most analysts have seen social movements as the "weapon of the powerless," of those who have been marginalized in the distribution of political power. 100 The unavailability of "proper channels" is among the defining features of a social movement. 101 But Taiwan's Union-led movement for vouchers only dimly resembles this picture. Though the private kindergartens are not so influential and established as one of the "polity members," 102 the Union was composed of respectable businesspersons who possessed many resources. The truly powerless were the parents and teachers in private kindergartens. Being unorganized by themselves, they could not help but be coerced or cajoled into joining the voucher bandwagon.
To some extent, the voucher movement resembled a countermovement,
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one that was organized to offset a progressive reform. 103 As democratization increased elites' attention to popular demands, public kindergartens expanded rapidly. The crisis of private kindergartens prompted the Union to advocate for vouchers to acquire a "fair" competitive edge. Thus, the voucher movement was in one sense a means to halt expansion of the public sector. At the same time, the need to implement vouchers linked the Union to the proreform camp, with the borrowed rhetoric of universalism, equality, and justice.
The peculiarity of Taiwan's voucher movement inheres in the circumstances that prompted the kindergarten business to adopt an innovative strategy. The problem of circumstances brings us back to the relation between social change and educational institutions. Too often, analysts assume a direct causal link between these two factors. But the voucher policy in Taiwan cannot be explained simply as the combined effects of democratization and globalization. Rather than assuming an overdetermined process, this article reveals the need for a detailed causal analysis of the circumstances leading to preschool vouchers.
